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REPORT ON MANDATED COMMITTEES 
 
 
This is a report of findings from an examination of the existence and operation of committees at 
the College.  The report is organized in four broad areas: background information regarding the 
governance initiative that was inaugurated on the 50th anniversary of the College; mandate of the 
Task Force on Committees; process by which the Task Force gathered information regarding 
committees from the community; analysis of data relating to mandated committees; suggestions 




In his annual State of the College address in November 2014, President Travis committed the 
College community to three initiatives that would result in our community taking a fresh look at 
the ways that we work together: (1) possible revision of the Charter of Governance; (2) 
consideration of a new structure for housing the academic departments; and (3) examination of 
the use of committees to perform critical college functions.  As President Travis noted, the 50th 
anniversary of the College provided an appropriate time to reflect on how the College carries out 
its mission. The three distinct but overlapping initiatives were designed to promote an 
examination of structures and processes that have been in place for years but may no longer be 
suitable for the College.  
To inaugurate these initiatives, President Travis held a meeting in January 2015 with 
representatives of the Faculty Senate, Council of Chairs, Higher Education Officers Council and 
Student Council. The representatives were joined by Provost Bowers, Associate Provost Llana, 
Vice-President Cook-Francis and Counsel Marjorie Singer. The participants considered 
substantive questions related to the initiatives as well as the timing for their implementation. 
Following this inaugural event, President Travis summarized the three undertakings in a 
February 10, 2015 letter to the College community1.   
The President’s letter also announced the creation of the Task Force on Committees, which was 
charged with the responsibility for compiling data regarding the existence and operation of 
committees at the College.  Named to the Task Force were: Marjorie Singer, Legal Counsel; 
Rulisa Galloway-Perry, Chief of Staff and Secretary of the College Council; Danielle Officer, 
Director of the Center for Student Involvement and Leadership. The Task Force added to its 
membership Joe Laub, Chief Information Officer, Ana Giron from DOIT, and Deven Fuentes 
from the Office of Legal Counsel. James Llana, Associate Provost of Institutional Effectiveness, 
and Alison Orlando, Administrative Coordinator, contributed to the preparation of this report. 
                                                 
1 The Charter revision initiative has been led by a Charter Study Group, consisting of 10 faculty members who have 
gathered information about shared governance practices and structures; studied the literature on effective 
governance; and investigated principles of governance developed by national organizations. The Group has 
completed a report and is developing a statement of principles on shared governance for the College. The second 
initiative, namely consideration of a new structure for academic departments, has been postponed principally in 





MANDATE OF THE TASK FORCE ON COMMITTTEES 
President Travis charged the Task Force with creating a data base of all committees operating at 
the College. As indicated, the data would be instrumental for taking a fresh look at committee 
work as a means to carry out the mission of the College.  
 
It has been several years since the College reviewed its governance structures; as a corollary, the 
subject of committee work has not received analytic attention. The overall challenge for the Task 
Force was to collect information that would enable an analysis of how the College uses 
committees as a means to accomplish its work. Thus the Task Force would collect information 
regarding the existence of committees and analyze the information in order to provide the 
community with useful feedback. 
Committee work constitutes an important dimension of College life. Much of the work of John 
Jay--and most academic institutions--is carried out by committees. At the College, committees 
are created in order to comply with governance requirements, which include CUNY’s Bylaws, 
the College Charter and Bylaws as well as the governance mandates of the related entities, such 
as the Student Activities Association and the Auxiliary Services Corporation. Committees are 
also created in order to meet CUNY’s operational requirements and in order to perform the work 
of the College, including through its many departments and operational divisions.  
Many committees are representative of stakeholder groups, including faculty, administration and 
staff. University personnel are sometimes involved with College committee work, either as 
representatives or as conveners. Some committees require representation by every academic 
department.  Some are comprised of elected or appointed members and others of ex-officio 
members. Some involve student representatives. 
There is great variation in how committees at the College conduct their business. Some operate 
under membership rules that include term limits, others are comprised of members appointed or 
elected each year. Some publish agendas in advance and follow the Open Meetings Law by 
posting notices of their meetings and a link to their agendas. Some adhere to Robert’s Rules 
while others are more ad hoc in their operations.  
It is generally accepted by members of the John Jay community that committee work involves a 
significant commitment of time by those who serve on committees.  Anecdotally, there is no 
shortage of complaints about committee work by members of our community, including that 
some departments and members of the College community are unfairly burdened by committee 
work.   
For faculty, surveys that have been conducted at the College reveal concerns centering on equity, 
efficiency and importance of committee work. These concerns reinforce the importance of the 
work of the Task Force and provide a framework for utilizing the data that has been gathered in 
order to promote constructive change. 
The 2015 ModernThink survey and the 2015 COACHE survey provide useful information about 
the experience of faculty members who perform committee work.  Respondents expressed 
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frustration about the outsized burden of committee work shouldered by some faculty members 
and contrasted this with the reluctance of other faculty members to agree to serve and to 
participate actively when named to a committee. 
 
In the COACHE survey results report there is a general introduction to each benchmark that 
describes the results across the entire COACHE cohort (237 colleges, including John Jay). For 
“Nature of Work: Service” we find the following:  “…tenured faculty expressed their 
dissatisfaction with their service work:  too many committees doing unfulfilling work, too many 
reports sitting unread on administrators’ shelves, and too many good soldiers picking up the 
slack of faculty colleagues who, whether by influence or incompetence, seem always to evade 
service commitments.” John Jay’s concerns about committees reflect those of the broader 
professoriate. 
 
College faculty scored the institution quite low on service in general—third from the bottom of 
CUNY senior colleges for the service benchmark as a whole—and committee work contributed 
significantly to the low rating. The only component that was not uniformly poor was “discretion 
to choose committees”. For all the other items, the College compared poorly with both peer 
group and entire COACHE cohort across faculty ranks, gender, and faculty-of-color categories.  
 
The COACHE Working Group conducted focus groups to better understand the causes for the 
discontent that was expressed in the COACHE survey. 
 
In its report, the Working Group described the following sources of frustration: 
 overly long meetings (> 1 hour)  
 committees that are inconsequential 
 redundancy of meetings and of different committees 
 proliferation of ad hoc committees (again, with redundancy of function)  
 impossibility of balancing teaching load with extensive service commitments and 
research 
 lack of clarity of the value of committee work (particularly in the personnel  process) 
 large burden that committee work places on small departments 
 
Within the context of this discontent, the information collected by the Task Forces should 
precipitate an examination of committee work with a view toward considering some 
improvements.    
 
COLLECTION OF DATA BY THE TASK FORCE ON COMMITTEES 
The Task Force was charged with gathering general information about committees, including to 
better understand why our community expresses frustration about such work. It is the hope of the 
Task Force that its findings will inform a broader discussion about performing the work of the 
College, including whether we are using our time efficiently and effectively; whether we are 
assigning and performing the work fairly and equitably; and whether we should change the 
governance documents relating to committee work.   
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For each committee, the data provides information relating to the mission, source of authority, 
membership, term of office for the members, frequency and duration of meetings, reporting 
practices and other elements of committee operations.  This information is housed in a data base 
that, over time, could function as a readily accessible and transparent source of information 
regarding the College’s committees. 
The first task of the Task Force was to develop the data base to capture information about each 
committee operating at the College. This work was accomplished during the winter 2015. In 
April 2015, the Task Force issued a survey for all faculty and staff that requested them to 
respond if they were part of any group formed to perform College/CUNY business, consisting of 
at least three people and meeting over a period of time. Thus “committee” was broadly defined 
in order to capture the many groups that have been formed and operate to conduct work at the 
College.  
Survey respondents were asked to answer the following questions: what committees do you 
serve on?  And for those committees, are you the chair or a member?  If the chair of a committee 
was not identified, the Task Force followed up by contacting respondents to find out who chaired 
the committees that respondent identified. 
In response to this survey, 129 respondents identified themselves as committee members and 38 
identified as committee chairs. Thus, 167 members of the College community responded. 
After receipt of these responses, the Task Force created a second questionnaire that was designed 
to inquire more deeply about the operations of committees which had been identified by the 
April survey. Accordingly, this survey sought the following information: source of authority for 
the committee; whether the formation of the committee is required by CUNY or the College 
bylaws, policies or practices; a description of purpose of the committee; the committee’s 
membership; frequency and length of meetings; whether the committee creates an agenda, sets 
time limits, and keeps minutes; the applicability of the Open Meetings Law and Robert’s Rules.  
In May 2015, this second survey was sent to those individuals who had been identified as 
committee chairs either through the April survey or through informational efforts by members of 
the Task Force.   
There were 178 responses to the second survey.  
 
In response to both surveys, the community identified 327 committees that are currently 
operating at the College. The Task Force conducted some follow-up in order to clarify apparent 
inconsistencies and add information that was missing, but for the most part the Task Force 
accepted as accurate the information that was provided. In exceptional circumstances the Task 
Force added missing data about committees. For example, the Charter provides for personnel and 
budget, curriculum and grade appeals committees at the academic departmental level. Many 
departments did not report the existence of such groups; the Committee included these 
committees in the database, without filling in the descriptive data for each such committee. 
 
 




The Committee adopted as its first order of business the identification and reporting about 
committees that must exist, called “mandated committees.”  This category includes committees 
that are required by the College’s governance structure (John Jay Charter and Bylaws); 
committees for “related entities” of the College (e.g., the Auxiliary Services Corporation); and 
committees that are required by CUNY’s bylaws, regulations or policies.  This last category of 
CUNY- required committees includes those required by the bylaws and policies of the 
University, such as the behavioral intervention team, as well as CUNY-based committees 
requiring College participation, such as the Academic Council.   
 
Accordingly, for each of the committees falling under the heading of “mandated,” there is an 
authoritative source (e.g., bylaw, charter provision) requiring the existence of the committee.  It 
is the fact of this requirement that makes the committees named in this report “mandated.” 
 
This first report of the Task Force reflects the analysis of data related to mandated committees.  
The Task Force believes it is important to present data that will inform the community regarding 
the existence and operations of these committees, including the amount of time spent in 
committee work; proportionate representation by College constituencies; relative burden on 
departmental chairs and smaller academic departments; duplication of work by committees; and 
applicability of state law to committee work. 
 
Plans for this report were presented in May 2016 to the group that was first brought together in 
January 2015 in order to discuss the governance initiatives. Participants at the May meeting 
discussed the process by which the report would be issued to and utilized by the College 
community. Group members expressed their expectation that the community will be engaged by 
the findings; the findings will generate broad conversation about the role and effectiveness of 
mandated committees at John Jay; and the findings will generate consideration of the function of 
mandated committees within the larger governance scheme of the College.  
 
 
OVERALL FINDINGS: MANDATED COMMITTEES 
 
In response to the surveys that were distributed by the Task Force, members of the College 
community identified 197 mandated committees. Each committee is included in the attached 
Appendix A, with the following information: role; source of authority; number of student, 
faculty, staff participants; frequency meetings are held, their length, the use of an agenda and 
provision of notice; applicability of Open Meetings Law; existence of minutes; adherence to 
Robert’s Rules.  
 
Also attached, as Appendix B, are the mandated committees by group: College governance 
committees including their subcommittees; departmental committees; CUNY-mandated 
committees (CUNY required and CUNY based). This Appendix does not include committees of 
the related entities. 
 
For each of the 197 mandated committees, the following chart identifies the source of authority, 
namely the requirement for the existence of the committee.  Nearly two-thirds (62.4 percent) of 
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these committees are created by the College Charter or the Bylaws (the Bylaws are promulgated 
pursuant to the College Charter).  Over a quarter (28.4 percent) of mandated committees are 
based at the University.   
 
 Number Percent   
Charter | Bylaws 123 62.4   
Related Entity 10 5.1   
University Based 56 28.4   
University Required 8 4.1   
Total 197 100.0   
 
 
As indicated, the survey issued to the committee chairs in May 2015 asked a number of 
questions about the committees they led, including the source of authority for the committee, 
composition of members and information about meetings.  The inquiry about composition asked 
if the committee requires representation of students, faculty and staff and, if so, the relative 
percentages of these constituent representatives. 
 
 
Mandated Committee Representation by Group 
  Student Faculty Staff 
Number of mandated 
committees with 




72 (52%) 41 (30%)  




601 (65%) 232 (25%) 
 
As shown in this table and pie chart below, faculty are represented on about half of the mandated 
committees (52%) followed by staff on 30% and students on 18%. Faculty representation equals 
65% of all seats on reported mandated committees; staff representation 25%; students 10%. This 








Another line of inquiry for respondents concerned the amount of time devoted to the work of 
mandated committees.  For all committees that did report the number of hours for each meeting 2 
as well as the number of meetings over an annual period, we learned that these meetings total 
758.50 hours on an annual basis. Based on the information provided regarding the number of 
persons participating in these meetings, we also calculated that the College devoted a total of 
10,544.5 person hours to these meetings.  For faculty, this would consume the equivalent of 234 
course hours. 
 
The responses revealed that the mandated committees required various commitments of time, 
based on the source of authority for the committee. Thus, committees required by the Charter 
and Bylaws reported 9,104 person hours per year, or 86% percent of all person hours.  By 
contrast, committees required by CUNY as well as those based at the College, reported 1,076 
person hours. Clearly the Charter and Charter Bylaw committees represent the greatest 
investment of time at the College.   
 
Committee Person Hours Annually by Source of Mandate  
Charter | Bylaws 
9104 86% 
Related Entity 365 3% 
University Based N/A N/A 
University Required 1076 10% 
 
                                                 
2 The questionnaire asked about the length of meetings and offered as possible answers under one hour and between 
one and two hours. Most answers fell within the latter category thus we averaged the meeting time at 1.5 hours. For 
this purpose of calculating hours devoted to committee meetings, we assumed full attendance.  
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As a result of information provided by the survey, it is possible to determine how much time 
Charter and Charter Bylaw committees require.  As indicated in the chart below, the Faculty 
Senate requires the largest number of person hours. The chart does not include the 
subcommittees of the entities identified. 
 
 
 Total person hours in committee meetings: top 5 
 
Hours 
1. Faculty Senate 1,056 
2. College Council - Council of Undergraduate Program 
Coordinators 
900 
3. College Council 828 
4. College Council - UCASC - Undergraduate Curriculum 
and Academic Standards Committee 
675 
5. Council of Chairs 675 
 
 
These five groups alone make up approximately 40% of the total 10,544.50 person hours in 
meetings reported.  
 
Survey questions yielded surprisingly few responses about the procedures followed by 
committees3.  For example, 59 respondents did not answer the question whether an agenda was 
created for meetings. Of those who did respond, 50 reported the use of an agenda and 13 
indicated that there was no agenda. 
 
Similarly, nearly half the respondents did not answer the inquiry regarding the preparation of 
minutes. Only 22 respondents reported the creation of minutes. Less than half of those 
responding to the question regarding the applicability of Robert’s Rules reported that their 
committees followed the Rules.   
 
 
Additional Data on Mandated Committees 
 
The following data is for college committees of a certain subsection of those who provided data 
on their meetings, related entity college committees (excluding foundation board and its sub-
committees) and university required college committees. This adds up to 54 committees.  
Not all committees have data for every category: 
1. % that keep minutes  
49 committees have data in this category 
15 or 31% do not keep minutes  
34 or 69% keep minutes  
 
                                                 
3 These questions were not directed to University-based committees because information regarding these committees 




2. % that use Robert’s Rules 
     48 committees have data in this category 
      26 or 54% do not use Robert’s Rules  
      22 or 46% use Robert’s Rule  
 
3. Total Hours Meeting Annually - 50 committees have data in this category. Of the 
committees that responded to the question regarding the hours involved in committee meetings, 
more than half reported that they met for fewer than 12 hours a year. Six reported that they met 






COMMITTEES MANDATED BY THE CHARTER AND BYLAWS 
 
As indicated, a significant number of the mandated committees, namely 123, are required by the 
College’s governance structure, which consists of the John Jay Charter and Bylaws. These 
committees represent 62% of all mandated committees that were reported.  
 
John Jay’s Charter requires the establishment and operation of the following bodies: 
 
  College Council 
 College Council Committees: 
  Executive Committee: Article I, section 9a 
Committee on Undergraduate Curriculum and Academic Standards: Article I 
Section 9b 
  Committee on Student Interests: Article I, section 9c 





























Distribution of Hours Meeting Annually
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  Committee on Faculty Personnel: Article I, section 9e 
  Budget and Planning Committee: Article I, section 9f 
  Committee on Graduate Studies: Article I, section 9g 
  Committee on Student Evaluation of the Faculty: Article I, section 9h 
  Provost Advisory Council: Article I, section 9i 
  Council of Undergraduate Program Coordinators: Article I, section 9j 
  Committee on Honors, Prizes and Awards: Article I, section 9k 
 College Wide Assessment Committee (Special Committees, at the College 
Council’s discretion): Article I, section 9l 
 Department Committees: Article II  
  Departmental Committee on Faculty Personnel and Budget: Article II, section 4  
  Departmental Committee on Student Grade Appeals: Article II, section 5 
  Departmental Curriculum Committee: Article II, section 6 
 Constituency Bodies Article IV 
   Faculty Senate: Article IV, section 2 
   Council of Chairs: Article IV, section 3 
   Higher Education Officers Council: Article IV, section 4 
   Student Council: Article IV, section 5 
 
The responsibilities for each of these mandated procedures are set forth in the Charter of 
Governance.4 The Bylaws set forth the membership and some procedures for each College 
Council committee. The Bylaws, for example, require that each Committee notify the Executive 
Committee of the schedule of meetings for each academic semester.  Similarly, the Bylaws 
specify the applicability of the Open Meetings requirements pursuant to state law, including 
requirements for public access, minutes and attendance recordkeeping.   The Bylaws also 
provide for one special committee, the Committee on Faculty Elections, which is comprised of 
five full-time members of the faculty. (Article I, 3)  
 
The Charter also calls for the creation of four constituent bodies, the Faculty Senate, the Council 
of Chairs, the Council of Higher Education Officers and the Student Council.  In all, the Charter 
and Bylaws create 11specified standing and special committees and four constituent bodies.   
 
Many of the committees mandated by the Charter and Bylaws impose special requirements on 
the academic departments and the chairpersons of academic departments. For example, Article II 
of the Charter requires each department to establish (1) a Committee on Faculty Personnel and 
Budget, to be chaired by the chair of the department; (2) a Committee on Student Grade Appeals; 
and (3) a Curriculum Committee. The latter two committees consist of full-time members of the 
faculty within each department. Thus, the 24 academic departments require a total of 72 
committees. 
 
A number of departments reported having assessment committees while others did not.  
Departmental assessment committees are not required by the Charter or Bylaws.  
 
                                                 
4 The Charter of Governance was approved by CUNY's BOT in June 2008 and was last amended in June 2011. The 
College Council approved the Bylaws in April 2008. 
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The Task Force also identified four committees of the College Council requiring representation 
by departments. Departmental chairs are members of the Budget and Planning Committee; the 
Faculty Personnel Committee; the Provost Advisory Council; and the Council of Chairs.  In 
addition, each department is required to provide representation on the College Council; Council 
of Undergraduate Program Coordinators; Undergraduate Curriculum and Academic Standards 
Committee; and the Faculty Senate. In total, these responsibilities require a considerable 
allocation of time for each academic department. Each department chair and other 
representatives spend 140 hours -- or 20 seven-hour days -- per year on these Charter 
committees.  This estimate does not include required service for the chairs on departmental 
committees such as Personnel and Budget Committees, which were not fully reported.  
 
The following two charts identify committees5 requiring representation from the academic 
departments.  The first chart identifies those committees requiring each academic department to 
designate a faculty member which may or may not be the chair. The second chart identifies those 




Committees that Require Departmental Representation 
College Council  
The primary governing body of John Jay.  It has authority to 
establish College policy on all matters except those specifically 
reserved by the Education Law or by the Bylaws of the Board of 
Trustees of The City University of New York to the President or 
to other officials of John Jay College or of The City University 
of New York, or to the CUNY Board of Trustees. 
Council of Undergraduate 
Program Coordinators 
Considers programs and procedures related to advising and 
assessment for majors and minors. 
Undergraduate Curriculum 
and Academic Standards 
Committee (UCASC) 
                Considers matters pertaining to undergraduate 
curriculum, including new programs and changes to program, 
program review, new courses and changes to courses, general 
education, core requirements and academic standards. 
Faculty Senate 
Official voice of the faculty. Deliberative and advisory body: 
considers matters relating to the undergraduate curriculum of the 
College; recommends to the College Council proposals 
regarding programs; additions, deletions and modifications of 
courses and existing programs; distribution; core requirements; 
basic skills; academic standards; and, policies pertaining to 
student recruitment and admissions. 
 
 
 Committees that Require Departmental Representation by Chair 
                                                 
5 For this purpose, a constituent body is considered a committee. i.e., the Council of Chairs 
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Budget and Planning 
Committee - (BPC) 
This group reviews information from the administration 
concerning budgets and planning, and it makes 
recommendations to the administration.  The subcommittees 
meet often and shape recommendations for consideration by the 
BPC.   
Faculty Personnel 
Committee - (FPC)  
Committee that oversee faculty personnel actions. 
Provost Advisory Council - 
(PAC) 
The Provost’s Advisory Council provides a formal means for the 
Provost to consult with faculty leadership on matters of joint 
concern such as budget, faculty recruitment and development, 
and personnel policies and practices. 
Council of Chairs 
 The mission of the Council of Chairs is to provide a forum for 
cooperation and coordination among the chairs and to provide a 
channel for effective communication of the concerns of the 
leadership of academic departments in college governance. 
 
      
The requirements applicable to academic departments and department chairs mean that the 
responsibilities of committee participation fall disproportionately on academic departments.   
All academic departments are required to designate representatives to College Council, UCASC 
and Faculty Senate.  The requirement that three faculty participate in these committees poses a 
heavy burden on faculty of small departments.  For departments that are also responsible for a 
major or minor, one or more other faculty will be responsible for representation on the Council 
of Undergraduate Program Coordinators.  Similarly, departments that coordinate graduate 
programs will be represented on the graduate studies committee.   
 
The chart that follows shows the committee service obligations for mandated department 
committees as well as for College committees that mandate departmental representation. The 
combination of these obligations divided by the number of full-time faculty in each department 
shows the ratio of mandated representation to faculty members in each department. The 
distribution of these committee assignments is differentiated by the size of the department, with a 








Departmental Representation on Charter Required Committees 
Department  Number of Full-































5 15 9 24 4.8  
Counseling 5 15 7 22 4.4  
Africana Studies 6 14 7 21 3.5  
SEEK 6 16 7 23 3.8  
Security, Fire and 
Emergency 
Management 
8 16 11 27 3.4  
Interdisciplinary 
Studies 
8  15 7 22 2.8  
Economics 9 14 9 23 2.6  
Art and Music 9 14 7 21 2.3  
Communication 
and Theatre Arts  




10 15 8 23 2.3 
Philosophy  11 14 8 22 2  
Anthropology 12 15 9 24  2  
Library 13 9 8 17 1.3  
Criminal Justice  19 15 8 23 1.2  
History 19 15 8 23 1.2  
Political Science 21 13 10 23 1.1  
Law, Police 
Science and CJA 
24 14 9 23 1  
Mathematics and 
Computer Science 
25 16 9 25 1  
Sciences 27 16 11 27 1   
Sociology  28 15 9 24 .9  
Public 
Management  
29 7 12 19 .7  
Psychology 42 11 11 22 .5  
English 51 17 8 25 .5  






COMMITTEES OF THE RELATED ENTITIES 
 
The College has four related entities, all of which are separately-incorporated in New York State 
with their own boards of directors. Each is also recognized by the IRS as tax exempt pursuant to 
Section 501(c)(3) of the Tax Code.  Each provides important services to the College, but these 
entities are considered separate and apart from the College, non-affiliated in the legal sense, and 
not subject to the requirements of state law applicable to public bodies. The committees that are 
referenced below and included in Appendix A were identified during the spring 2015. The 
Boards of the related entities may have added committees since that time. As an example, the 
John Jay Foundation Board, which recently implemented governance changes, has altered its 
committee structure.   
 
John Jay College of Criminal Justice Auxiliary Services Corporation, Inc.:  The ASC is 
organized to provide non-educational “auxiliary” services to the College community, such as 
food service, vending, and the bookstore.  The ASC also handles rental agreements for use of the 
Lynch Theater.  The ASC is required by the CUNY BOT bylaws to have an Audit Committee, 
consisting of three board members who meet the definition of “independent directors,” one of 
whom must be a student.  The ASC bylaws also provide for a Budget and Contract Committee, 
consisting of five members: College President or his or her designee to the ASC Board 
(Chairperson); Vice President of Finance and Administration; one faculty member selected by 
the President of the College from the three representatives on the ASC Board; President of the 
Student Council; and Vice-President of the Student Council.  ASC has established a Food 
Services Committee and it is empowered to establish other ad hoc, or special, committees as 
needed. 
 
John Jay College Student Activities Association, Inc.:  The SAA administers the student 
activity fee, including student government and club budgets.  The SSA is required by CUNY 
BOT Bylaws to have a Budget Committee, the majority of whom are students, and an Audit 
Committee, consisting of three board members who meet the definition of “independent 
directors,” one of whom shall be a student.  The SAA has also established a Committee on 
Student Travel. According to amendments now being considered by the SAA, an executive 
committee may be created. 
 
Children’s Center of John Jay College of Criminal Justice, Inc.:  The Children’s Center 
operates the child care center on campus.  The Center’s bylaws provide for an Executive 
Committee consisting of the officers of the corporation.  The bylaws, consistent with the NY 
Not-for-Profit Corporation’s Law, also provide for an Audit Committee consisting of the two 
Independent Directors on the Center’s board and one of the student Directors, as elected by the 
Center’s board.   The Center may establish other ad hoc committees as needed. 
 
John Jay Foundation, Inc.: The Foundation exists for the purpose of promoting, sponsoring 
and carrying out activities that benefit the College. The Foundation is not governed by the 
CUNY BOT Bylaws. [It is governed by a Board of Trustees, with a charter and bylaws adopted 
by the Board pursuant to New York non-profit law.] In accordance with governance amendments 
now being considered by the Foundation, the Foundation will have an Executive Committee, a 
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Nominating and Governance Committee, an Audit Committee, an Investment Committee, a 
Development Committee and an Alumni Committee. In addition, the Board is empowered by the 
Bylaws to establish other special committees of the Foundation. 
 
 
CUNY REQUIRED COMMITTEES 
 
These are committees that the College is required by CUNY to host on the College campus. 
There are eight such committees, thus 4.1% of the mandated committees. 
 
These include safety-related committees such as the workplace violence advisory and campus 
security committees, behavioral intervention team, doctoral program committees, student 
election appeals, technical fee committees and the diversity committee.  
 
On their face, these committees do not appear to present redundancies. In order to be certain, 
however, the Task Force would need to create a follow-up questionnaire. With the results, and 
assuming they revealed redundancy and/or undue burden, it would be necessary to raise these 
issues directly with CUNY. 
 
 
CUNY BASED COMMITTEES 
 
These committees operate according to CUNY requirements, which include the mandate for their 
existence and their operations. Representatives, principally administrators, from each of the 
CUNY colleges participate in these committee meetings, which take place at CUNY. Examples 
include: Council of Presidents; Chief Diversity Officers; Legal Affairs Designees; Directors of 
Counseling; Enrollment directors; Financial Aid Directors; IT Security Subcommittee; Student 
Affairs Officers; Financial Aid Directors; HR Directors; Academic Council. 
 
Survey respondents identified 56 such CUNY-based committees.  As indicated earlier, the Task 
Force did not follow up with questions to the chairs because it was not feasible to direct these 
questions to CUNY. 
 
There do not appear to be redundancies among the University –based committees. In many cases 
these groups exist to support the coordination across campuses of common business functions; to 
ensure consistency in the application of policies and rules; and as a source of information 
regarding the challenges each of the campuses faces. In order to explore the question of 
redundancies we would need to conduct a follow-up questionnaire and engage the attention and 
cooperation of central staff within CUNY. 
 
 
WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 
 
The members of the Task Force hope that this report presents a picture, albeit incomplete, of 
committee life at the College. We further hope and anticipate that members of our community 
will want to take a deeper look at how we accomplish the work of the College through 
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committees, including whether improvements are feasible. In short, we hope these findings will 
promote a rich and productive discussion about how work at the College is accomplished.  
 
Some of the themes we may wish to explore include: 
1. Should we consider charter revision? It has been several years since the Charter was 
reviewed and amended. A close examination of how we perform Charter-mandated 
work might lead to structural changes that help us achieve efficiencies and clarity. 
2. Coordination with the COACHE Working Group on the Faculty: As indicated, the 
COACHE survey uncovered frustrations about faculty service requirements that are 
performed through committee work. The Working Group is planning to address the 
discontent, and the data and findings presented by the Task Force will be valuable for 
that work. 
3. Do we have an overrepresentation problem? Is it necessary for every department or 
every chair to be represented on certain committees? Should we replace automatic 
representation with elections? If so, what is the best structure for each committee? 
Can we reduce burden on small academic departments? 
4. Would it be useful to conduct training for committee chairs, perhaps at the beginning 
of each academic year? This would introduce uniform standards for committee 
operations, might improve committee practices and may generate greater satisfaction 
for committee members. 
5. Consideration of best practices for committee work: many committees do not operate 
according to schedule, with an accepted purpose and defined agenda. Adopting 
uniform rules for the operation of committees might go some way toward alleviating 
perceptions that committee work is inefficient and burdensome as well as 
contributing to a culture of productive and effective committee work. Examples of 
best practices include a start and end time to committee meetings; distribution of an 
agenda in advance of every meeting; instilling a culture of decision making rather 
than information sharing; rules pertaining to the introduction of additional items of 
business. 
6. Compliance with legal requirements: We have learned that committee members are 
uncertain regarding the applicability of the Open Meetings Law and Robert’s Rules. 
It should be clear to committee members which requirements are mandatory and how 
to apply them. Standard operating procedures and means for implementing those 




The members of the Task Force look forward to discussions following the distribution of this 
report. We hope that the information we have gathered, analyzed and presented will prove useful 
as we work together to govern the College. 
 
 
 
 
 
